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To date the development of mixed methods has focused on combining or using various combinations of qualita tive and quantitative methods in the same project. The struggles to find ways to easily use methods (or strategies) from both paradigms and maintain validly has distracted researchers from considering if, when, and how two meth ods from the same paradigms may also be included in the category of mixed methods. But, if we use two quali tative methods (or two quantitative methods for that matter), are we doing a mixed methods project? I think we can, and the purpose of this editorial is to place the issue of combining two qualitative "methods" on the table.
First, why have I put "methods" in quotations? This is because actually conducting two qualitative methods in the same study means that each method is complete in itself (and may therefore be published as two separate studies), and then the results of these two projects have been synthe sized and written or described in a third publication. In this case, I am not describing a mixed method study, but rather a multiple method project. Because researchers who con duct multiple method research use two complete methods, they do not have the methodological dilemmas of the rese archers who conduct mixed method research, and their difficulties arise only during synthesis.
On the other hand, I define mixed method research as consisting of one complete project (called the core com ponent), and strategies from a different method used as a supplementary component (conducted simultaneously or sequentially to the core component; see Morse & Niehaus, 2009 ). These two components address a single area of inquiry that cannot be addressed by the core com ponent alone. The supplementary component is not a complete project, is not publishable by itself, and the results of this component can only be interpreted within the core component. That is, perhaps the supplementary component consists only of a few focus groups-these data have not reached saturation per se, but a particular question has been answered to the satisfaction of the researcher and enabled his or her research program to continue. Or, once the researcher had completed his eth nography, he needed the answer to a narrow and specific question, and conducted some observations of a particu lar setting as the supplemental component. Perhaps a researcher conducted a video ethnography, and conducted conversational analysis on some of the dialogues to answer another minor question.
Using these examples, we can see some of the charac teristics of QUALqual mixed methods emerging:
• The supplemental component uses a research stra tegy that is from a different method than that used in the core project. The researcher either uses dif ferent data, or handles the supplemental data differently than she did in the core component. Analytically, these two components are separate, are distinct. They may both contribute some infor mation (findings) about the same research topic, but the supplemental findings are a different type, or a different level of abstraction, or from a different group of people (and sample). • The results of the supplemental component illuminate (or add to) the results for the core component. That is, the core component results are the major findings. The core results are used as the theoretical base when writing up the find ings; the supplementary findings add to the core findings in the results narrative.
So far so good-these examples are clear. But we come to some difficult and grey areas, mainly because qualitative inquiry has a limited number of data collection strategies, and when we consider what a clear and distinct method is, we get into a lot of trouble. Some disciplines call a method by one name, and the same-or very similar-method is given another name by other investigators or another discipline. This causes overlap, so that, for instance, one researcher may call the use of ethnography and narrative interviews-or focus groups-a mixed method, and another may disagree, considering it one method, including the narratives or focus groups as a part of the ethnography.
Clearly we need to develop some guidelines.
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Developing these guidelines is going to force us to address basic questions that we have managed to push onto the sidelines for a number of years. What is a method? How, for instance, do the data, the analytic strat egies, and the presentation of the results and the theory derived differ with each method? How does the researcher's analytic frame or perspective contribute to differences in method? Are there disciplinary differences? How do per spectives arising from the research question or restrictions from the setting shape the method? How do these per spectives influence what is and is not considered pertinent data, and how those data are considered or weighted during analysis? And do those decisions alter the method, per se? Do these lenses delimit the boundaries or scope of the study? The participants? The depth of analysis? And I imagine that the researcher's perspective and acknowl edgement on the limits of data collection and analysis will reveal the first purpose of mixed method design: It enables the identification of gaps or holes that may be corrected by adding other data and analytic strategies. It forces us to recognize the necessity for a mixed method design, and the necessity for a second qualitative compo nent that can "pick up" what the first method missed.
What about the level of knowledge required? Each qualitative method is focused on a particular level of knowledge. We may be interested in narratives or dia logue; we may be interested in behavior or participant observation or microanalysis. Thus, mixed method design enables the incorporation of different types of data, examining a different level of analysis into the study. Just as the form of the analysis tailors what we include and exclude, so does the level of analysis restrict and focus what we include broadly or microanalytically.
What about a different perspective? The research ques tion may demand an additional, different perspective, so that a second group of participants is required. We may, for instance, have a study that focuses on patients, but then find we have to also include the nurses' perspectives-or their relatives-so that a second group of participants is required for a portion of the study. Thus, a QUALqual mixed design allows us to examine the pieces that we would otherwise not be able to see, or may overlook.
In this brief description lie some key questions:
• Can you ever use the same interviews as data for both the core and the supplemental component? Sally Thorne (1994) says yes, but you should col lect some data especially for the second method to check that the data collected for the first project is broad enough to contain the information needed for the second analysis. Sometimes these data will be useful (perhaps, for instance, you slow down the videotape to conduct a microanalysis), but there will be many times when they are not suit able, and new data will have to be collected. • How complete (or incomplete) must the supple mental project be? My guess is that these projects are always different, and the only person who can determine when it is complete enough is the researcher, who is confident enough to publish and defend the work.
So the development of QUALqual mixed method design is in our hands. I am not certain if I have listed all of the issues-you may think of others. But one thing is certain: these are exciting times, and the prerogative and challenge of developing QUALqual design is ours. We must grab this opportunity, and do, rather than leave such deve lopments to a freeforall scramble or to chance.
